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Abstract
The purpose of this exploratory study was to investigate Japanese
EFL university students’ use of language learning strategies (LLS). Spe-
cifically, this study looked at which strategies students employed com-
pared to other Asian EFL learners and how frequently such strategies were
used to learn English. Data for this study were collected from 65 first and
second-year university students using Oxford’s (1990) SILL questionnaire
to measure language learning strategy use. Findings indicate that Japanese
EFL university students moderately use most LLS with compensation
strategies utilized the most. This is comparable to other research on Asian
EFL leaners. It was also found that overall LLS use was inconsistent and
that students would greatly benefit from strategy training. This implication
is discussed further with suggested improvements in classroom pedagogy
considered.
I. Introduction
Like many other East Asian countries, Japan has introduced the study of English as
a foreign language as early as elementary school and it is then continued through
secondary schooling and university, where it is a required subject. In fact, as far
back as 2003, the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology
(MEXT) has required all university students to take courses in Basic English, Gen-
eral English and Oral English for at least two years. However, in today’s increas-
ingly globalized world, MEXT is continuously placing new expectations on Japa-
??????????????????????????????????????????
* Special Instructor of Language, Language Center, Kwansei Gakuin University
Kwansei Gakuin University
Humanities Review
Vol. 21, 2016
Nishinomiya, Japan
??
nese students studying English language courses. They have done so by designing
new educational initiatives to cultivate “communicative competence” in English in
order to enable students to be able to use English in the workplace after they gradu-
ate from university (Visscher, 2008).
Considering the notion of cultivating students’ communicative competence in
English, educational institutions, educators, and teachers in Japan need to foster the
perception among students that learning itself is a lifetime process and that they
should pursue proficiency in the skills necessary for self-directed, lifelong learning
(Knowles, 1976). In fact, language learning itself can be considered a lifelong
charge, and language learning strategies then are the tools that guide self-directed
involvement, which is crucial for learners’ communicative competence development
(Oxford, 1990). Taking a step further, previous research has shown that successful
language learners develop the ability to utilize various combinations of language
strategies to effectively meet their learning needs (Oxford, 1990). However, while
learning strategies have an important role in the process of aiding and encouraging
learners’ pursuit of language competence, little research has been conducted on
Japanese university students’ awareness and use of language strategies.
II. Literature Review
1. Language Learning Strategy Taxonomy and Definition
Language learning strategy (LLS) research dates back several decades (Naiman,
Frohlich, Stern, & Todesco, 1978; Rubin, 1975; Savignon, 1972; Stern, 1975) and
much of the research focused on a wide spectrum of issues including the role learn-
ing strategies play in language acquisition and what, if any, connections learning
strategies have on the behaviors of the learners including learning styles, motivation,
and anxiety, among various other factors (Bozinovic & Sindik, 2011). Rubin (1975)
initially defined six categories of strategies that directly and indirectly affected lan-
guage learning acquisition. Later, Brown and Palinscar (1982) classified strategies
based on cognitive and metacognitive functions, while O’Malley and Chamot (1990)
added an additional strategy category called social or affective strategies. Finally,
Oxford (1990) redefined these previous taxonomies into a comprehensive list of six
strategies?memory, cognitive, metacognitive, compensatory, affective, and social
strategies. While Oxford’s classification of these strategies has been challenged on
the grounds of its validity and reliability it remains the most exhaustive and influen-
tial of all taxonomies (Bremner, 1999; Rivera-mills & Plonsky, 2007). It should be
noted that ultimately the exact number of strategies available to students is still de-
batable (Oxford & Cohen, 1992) and new strategies are continually being classified
(Rose, 2012).
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Along with classifying learning strategies, a continuous debate within LLS re-
search is the various definitions of learning strategies that have been postulated
throughout the existing literature and thus the term itself has not been uniformly de-
fined (Bozinovic & Sindik, 2011). Many terms have been used to define learning
strategies including study skills, functional skills, cognitive abilities, and techniques.
However, for all the differences in terminology, a consensus can be made as to the
overall defining qualities of learning strategies and its importance to language learn-
ing. Chamot (1987) first stated that learning strategies are deliberate techniques or
approaches students used to improve their learning. Later, O’Malley and Chamot
(1990) claimed that learning strategies overall are mental processes students con-
sciously utilize to accomplish tasks while Oxford (1990) surmised that learning
strategies are the behaviors or specific actions that students take to help improve
their learning skills. Finally, Cohen (1998) defined language strategy use as “those
processes which are consciously selected by learners and which may result in action
taken to enhance the learning or use of a second or foreign language, through the
storage, retention, recall, and application of information about that language” (p.4).
Thus, regardless of any absence in a specified definition of terminology, learning
strategies can be considered conscious, deliberate actions or behaviors students util-
ize to facilitate successful learning outcomes.
Since the classification and definition of learning strategies seems dependent on
the particular researcher in question, in this case O’Malley and Chamot (1990), Ox-
ford (1990) and Rubin (1987), the three most influential taxonomies, Oxford’s
(1990) Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) was utilized as the meas-
uring instrument of LLS for this study. Within the SILL, Oxford created a system of
classifying strategies organized into two divisions, Direct and Indirect. Oxford de-
fines Direct strategies as those which, “directly involve processing or using the lan-
guage that is being learned,” and Indirect strategies as those which, “. . . do not in-
volve the language itself; instead they allow the learner to manage himself or herself
with regard to the following: planning, organizing, monitoring, evaluating, maintain-
ing motivation, lowering anxiety, and learning with others” (Oxford, 1999, p.114).
Of the strategies defined by Oxford previously mentioned memory, cognitive, and
compensatory strategies are directly utilized in learning a target language and thus
the strategies that comprise the Direct Division of the SILL. Memory strategies deal
with storing and retrieving new language, while cognitive strategies are the mental
processes of interacting, negotiating, and manipulating the target language. Compen-
satory strategies are used by students to offset any limitations they have with spe-
cific knowledge of the target language that is needed to understand and produce it.
In the Indirect Division of strategies, which play a supporting role and students
often use to self-regulate or self-manage their learning of the target language, the
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strategies concerned include affective, social, and metacognitive. Affective strategies
are those, which students use to control their emotions and attitudes regarding lan-
guage learning, while learners use social strategies to help aid interaction with oth-
ers while engaging in the target language. Finally, metacognitive strategies relate to
the planning, monitoring, and reflection on the target language by students.
As previously mentioned, Oxford’s (1990) SILL has been challenged on several
occasions for its the validity and reliability. One such concern with the SILL is its
appropriateness in Japanese learning contexts. In their study, Robson and Mi-
dorikawa (2001) argue that no ‘official’ Japanese version of the SILL has been pro-
duced with same demonstratedreliability as the English version. Nevertheless, Rob-
son and Midorikawa conclude that, “the SILL appears to enjoy a high degree of re-
liability in its various versions and the languages in which it has been employed”
(p.36), while the SILL has also been validated in several studies (see e.g., Cohen,
Weaver, & Li, 1998; Fewell, 2010; Hsiao & Oxford, 2002; Oxford, 1996; Yang,
1999). Additionally, it has been used in more than 50 major studies (Oxford, 1996)
to investigate general strategy use, factors in selection of strategies, and correlation
between use and second language proficiency (Green & Oxford, 1995; Griffiths,
2003; Hong-Nam & Leavell, 2006; McMullen, 2009; Nisbet, Tindall, & Arroyo,
2005; Nyikos & Oxford, 1993; Park, 1997; Riazi & Rahimi, 2005; Wharton, 2000;
and Yang, 1999). Finally, the SILL has been assessed by more than 10,000 students
worldwide, translated into more than fifteen languages, such as Chinese (Hsiao &
Oxford, 2002) and Turkish (Demirel, 2009) and, “appears to be the only language
learning strategy questionnaire that has been extensively checked for reliability and
validated in multiple ways” (Oxford, 1996, p.30).
2. Language Learning Strategy Use, Beliefs, and Frequency
As previously stated, research on LLS is decades old and early studies were con-
cerned with which strategies were generally being used by leaners; highlighted by
the research on the “good language learner” by Rubin (1975) and later by Naiman,
Frohlich, Stern and Todesco (1978). While conclusions made in these early studies
suggested that such learners regularly used various strategies during learning, later
studies determined that although the learners were consistently utilizing multiple
strategies, no regular set of LLS were always being used (Abraham & Vann, 1987;
Chamot, Barnhardt, El-Dinary, and Robbins, 1996). Furthermore, later studies also
revealed inconsistencies in use between effective and ineffective learners. Multiple
studies (Abraham & Vann, 1987; Chamot & Kupper, 1989; Chamot & O’Malley,
1996; Green & Oxford, 1995; Nunan, 1991; Wenden, 1987; Yang, 1999) concluded
that successful learners were more capable of reflecting and prioritizing their lan-
guage learning processes by effectively utilizing multiple strategies more accurately
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on required tasks, whereas less successful learners tended to use more random
strategies that may or may not be connected to the required tasks. Additionally,
Chamot & Kupper (1989) also highlighted noticeable differences in the frequency
and choice of strategy use among successful and less successful learners.
Learner beliefs on how language operates also seem to play a significant role
in the use of strategies (Abraham & Vann, 1987). In their study, Abraham and Vann
determined that effective learners seemed to concentrate on language form and thus
were able to consciously apply strategies that would best help them in a specific
situation or task. Conversely, less successful learners displayed less attention or fo-
cus on specific functions of English and thus used fewer strategies. In another study,
Wenden (1987) identified multiple learner groups based on student beliefs. For ex-
ample, learners more interested in using language for the purpose of interaction em-
ployed more communicative strategies, while learners who preferred learning form
and function did so by utilizing more cognitive strategies. Comparably, Yang’s
(1999) research revealed that more often than not, learners that prefer the more for-
mal characteristics of language like grammar are less likely to use certain strategies,
like social strategies, to actively process their language learning.
3. LLSs Use and Proficiency and Within Asian Contexts
As a vast amount of research conducted on LLS has been rooted in the discrepan-
cies between successful and less successful learners, so have studies on the relation-
ship between learner strategy use and language proficiency (Bremner, 1999; Green
& Oxford, 1995; Lan & Oxford, 2003; Oxford, 1990; Oxford & Nyikos, 1989;
Park, 1997; Politzer, 1983; Watanabe, 1990; Wharton, 2000). Specifically, these
various studies reported positive relationships between proficiency and strategy use.
Oxford and Nyikos (1989) found that years of study and self-reported proficiency
levels had specific effects on strategy use, while English proficiency scores and
strategy use had significant correlations with one another among university students
in Africa (Dreyer & Oxford, 1996), Thailand (Mullins, 1992), Korea (Kim, 2000;
Yoon, Won, & Kim, 2001), and Japan (Watanabe, 1990).
When looking at LLS research within Asian contexts, results from various stud-
ies are wide-ranging in scope and conclusions. At one end of the spectrum, Grif-
fiths’s (2003) study on Asian learners in New Zealand confirmed previous research
by reporting that effective learners used significantly more LLS than less effective
learners. Additionally, Takeuchi (1993) postulated that Japanese students were in-
clined to concentrate on metacognitive strategies. Concerning strategy training and
curriculum implications, Nakatani (2005) confirmed proficiency improvement after
strategy training compared to the control group, while Mullen, Ikeda, Suginaga,
Kurosawa, and Barr (2013) concluded that the benefits of strategy training were evi-
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dent to both teachers and students. These studies, among others, all demonstrate
positive findings in relation to LLS use in Asian contexts. In contrast, other studies
have determined that Asian learners, in general, are not very knowledgeable of LLS
or are reluctant to embrace them and thus tend to use them less frequently (Griffiths
& Parr, 2000; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990). A more recent study by Thompson and
Cochrane (2012) on LLS use among low-proficiency first and second year univer-
sity students in Japan resulted in inconclusive findings. In their study, first-year stu-
dents used strategies at a higher frequency than second-year students, yet were
mostly limited to using cognitive strategies. The authors admit that a limitation in
their study is that more investigation is needed into the students’ understanding of
strategies and how they are used.
While much research has confirmed that learning strategies aid the process of
language competence, there is a noticeable lack in recent research regarding Asian
learners and LLS use and specifically on Japanese EFL university students’ knowl-
edge and use of language strategies. Thus, this study sought to specifically answer
the following research questions:
1. How do Japanese EFL university students’ use of language strategies com-
pare to Asian EFL learners in similar educational contexts?
2. What is the frequency of language learning strategies use employed by Japa-
nese EFL university students?
III. Method
1. Participants
A total of 65 students (n?65) from a private university in Japan participated in the
survey and were recruited by the researcher on a voluntary basis. Initial data were
collected from a total of 70 students, but data from 5 participants were removed due
to inconsistent responses or failing to complete all sections of the questionnaire. Of
the total respondents, 19 were male and 46 were female. Furthermore, 24 partici-
pants in the study were in their first year of university and 41 were in their second
year. Additionally, from the responses given by the participants, the number of years
studying English ranged from 5 years to 16 years, with the average being around 9
years. Participants also indicated various reasons for studying English with most re-
sponses relating to a general interest in the language (21), it being a required subject
in school (12), and for use in a future career (14). Concerning motivation to learn
English, the participants responded very low (0), somewhat low (5), neither high nor
low (17), somewhat high (32), and very high (11). Regarding the participants’ self-
believed ability compared to their peers, the highest number of responses related to
reading and writing in English were somewhat low (18) and neither high nor low
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(32), while the highest number of responses related to listening and speaking in
English were somewhat low (24), and neither high nor low (19). When asked to
rate and compare their overall communicative ability to that of native speakers of
English, the highest number of responses were for ‘difficult or almost impossible to
communicate with native speakers’ (20) and ‘a little lower than native speakers’,
but enough for communication’ (41). Finally, the most important point the partici-
pants’ value with learning English was ‘to communicate’ (52).
2. Instrumentation
This study adopted Oxford’s (1990) Strategy Inventory for Language Learning
(SILL) questionnaire. The survey consisted of three sections with Part A containing
9 items related to personal information. Questions related to personal data included
gender, age, years of experience learning English, self-perceived motivation and in-
terest to study English, and reasons for studying English. Part B included all 50
items from the original SILL questionnaire. A four-point Likert scale was adopted
for this study to evaluate strategy use. Participants were asked to read each state-
ment and write the number that expresses how true the statement is (1? Never or
almost never true of me, 2 ? Usually not true of me, 3 ? Usually true of me, and
4 ? Always or almost always true of me). Part C contained two new items that
were not part of the original SILL questionnaire and were added to elicit more re-
sponses from the participants through their comments about the effectiveness of
their classes, methods used, and their learning experiences.
IV. Results
Table 1 below shows the overall mean and standard deviation of the participants’
strategy use. According to the results the participants reported on using all the six
categories of language learning strategies. The most frequently used strategy being
compensatory (Mean?2.81) and the least frequently used being affective (Mean?
2.32). According to Oxford’s (1990) index for interpretation of the LLS, the results
Table 1 Summary of language learning strategy preference of university students
Strategy N M SD Ranking
Compensation
Metacognitive
Social
Cognative
Memory
Affective
65
65
65
65
65
65
2.81
2.64
2.61
2.53
2.50
2.32
0.765
0.779
0.781
0.840
0.756
0.821
1st
2nd
3rd
4th
5th
6th
?n?65?
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Table 2 Mean Scores and Standard Deviations for the Items and Their Strategy Types
Item Statement Type M SD
1 I think of relationships between what I already know and new things Memory 2.54 0.772
2 To use new English words in a sentence Memory 2.58 0.705
3 To connect the sound and an image of a picture to remember them Memory 3.14 0.609
4 To remember a new word by making a mental picture Memory 2.74 0.853
5 To use rhymes to remember new words Memory 3.03 0.770
6 To use flashcards to remember new words Memory 1.80 0.754
7 To physically act out new words Memory 1.82 0.748
8 To review English lessons often Memory 2.15 0.755
9 To remember new words by remembering their location on a page, on the board etc. Memory 2.66 0.834
10 To say of write new words several times Cognitive 3.15 0.734
11 To try to talk like native English speakers Cognitive 2.89 0.831
12 To practice the sounds of English Cognitive 2.91 0.805
13 To use English words in different ways Cognitive 2.34 0.815
14 To start conversations in English Cognitive 2.71 0.785
15 To watch English TV shows or movies Cognitive 2.78 0.994
16 To read for pleasure in English Cognitive 2.17 0.840
17 To write notes, messages in English Cognitive 2.12 0.820
18 To skim an English passage first and then read carefully Cognitive 2.52 0.868
19 To look for words in my own language that are similar to the new words Cognitive 2.63 0.821
20 To try and find patterns in English Cognitive 2.58 0.882
21 To find the meaning of a word by dividing it into parts Cognitive 2.46 0.885
22 To try not to translate the word Cognitive 2.06 0.846
23 To make summaries of words in English Cognitive 2.15 0.833
24 To make guesses on unfamiliar English words Compensation 3.11 0.687
25 To use gestures in conversations Compensation 3.35 0.623
26 To make up new words when I don’t know the right ones Compensation 2.11 0.904
27 To read English without looking up every new word Compensation 2.60 0.844
28 To guess what the other person will say next Compensation 2.57 0.790
29 To use a word that means the same thing Compensation 3.09 0.744
30 To find as many ways as I can to use English Metacognitive 2.51 0.773
31 To notice my English mistakes to help me improve Metacognitive 2.91 0.655
32 To pay attention when someone is speaking English Metacognitive 3.00 0.771
33 To find out how to be a better learner of English Metacognitive 2.82 0.682
34 To plan my schedule to study English Metacognitive 2.15 0.775
35 To look for people to talk to in English Metacognitive 2.38 0.860
36 To look for opportunities to read in English Metacognitive 2.75 0.830
37 To have clear goals for improving my English skills Metacognitive 2.55 0.919
38 To think about my progress in learning English Metacognitive 2.69 0.748
39 To try to relax when using English Affective 2.48 0.752
40 To encourage myself to speak English Affective 2.74 0.735
41 To give myself a reward or treat when I do well with English Affective 1.92 0.853
42 To notice if I am tense or nervous when learning English Affective 2.83 0.821
43 To write down my feelings in an English diary Affective 1.75 0.867
44 To talk to someone else about how I feel about English learning Affective 2.18 0.900
45 To ask the other person to slow down when I don’t understand Social 3.18 0.727
46 To ask English speakers to correct my mistakes Social 2.12 0.801
47 To practice English with other students Social 2.58 0.727
48 To ask for help from English speakers Social 2.57 0.883
49 To ask questions in English Social 2.74 0.735
50 To try to learn about the culture of English speakers Social 2.46 0.812
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show medium use (3.4 to 2.5) for all categories of strategy use except affective,
which falls into the low usage range.
Table 2 below shows the frequencies of all 50 statement items included in the
SILL according to their type with their corresponding mean and standard deviation
for each item.
V. Discussion
1. How do Japanese EFL university students’ use of language strategies com-
pare to Asian EFL learners in similar educational contexts?
Regarding the first research question, the data from Table 1 shows that Compensa-
tion strategies, which include guessing unknown words and using gestures during
conversations, were utilized the most by Japanese EFL university students in this
study. On the other hand, Affective and Memory strategies were used the least.
These results seem to reflect comparable findings from studies where participants
from similar cultural backgrounds are inclined to use similar language strategies
(Bremner, 1999; Nisbet, Tindall, & Arroyo, 2005).
As Table 1 also demonstrates that students in this study only moderately util-
ized learning strategies overall, with Affective strategies even less frequently used.
Thus, as previous research suggests, culturally similar students tend to mirror each
other in regards to LLS use and this is evident from several similar EFL studies that
reported only moderate levels of LLS use such as Klassen’s (1994) study of 228
Taiwanese university students; Oh’s (1992) study of 59 Korean university students;
and Tam’s (2013) study of 50 Hong Kongese university students. Perhaps because
of culturally unique educational constraints (i.e. highly valued entrance examina-
tions), Asian students in general do not receive training of how to use LLS more ef-
fectively or are unaware of the potential LLS have towards improving their compe-
tence in a foreign language.
Continued analysis of this study reveals similar comparisons to research con-
ducted on Asian EFL learners to an even greater degree. In their study, Lee and Ox-
ford (2008) found that Korean students utilized Compensation strategies the most,
while Affective, Memory, and Social strategies were used least. They also noted that
the students were more used to entertaining materials to learn English, which influ-
enced LLS use. Likewise, Yang (1992) stated that Taiwanese EFL students fre-
quently used Compensation strategies the most, while Tam (2013) also reported high
use of Compensation strategies and minimal use of Memory and Affective strategies
among students in Hong Kong as students preferred opportunities to learn English
where other LLS besides memory strategies could be used. Similarly, participants in
this study were from classes that regularly focused on communicative learning
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through group projects, where other LLS like compensation and metacognitive
strategies were more likely utilized in order to successfully complete language tasks.
Thus, by providing university students with a greater variety of more engaging lan-
guage tasks than they are familiar with in secondary schooling, students were able
to utilize different and more likely new LLS than they may have used in previous
learning contexts. This revelation seems to both confirm and contradict previous re-
search. According to Yang (1999), learners who are accustomed to more formal
learning of language, which Japanese and other Asian EFL learners are considered
to prefer, are less likely to seek out other LLS. Similarly, Politzer (1983) reported a
preference by Asian students towards memorization strategies. As the data from this
study and others discussed above reveals, this supposition does not appear to be the
norm as students in this study demonstrated a far wider range of LLS use besides
memory strategies and students in Hong Kong especially, sought out alternative
strategies than what they were accustomed to. Thus, it could be assumed that Asian
EFL learners’ use of LLS and possibly beliefs over the past several decades has
changed considerably. Continuing with discussion of student beliefs, results of this
study appear to support the assertions made by Wenden (1987) that learner beliefs
play a key role in LLS use. The overwhelming majority of students in this study
feel the most important point they value in studying English is “to communicate.”
Therefore, it seems that in their desire and determination to become more communi-
catively competent in English, students in this study sought out the LLS that would
help them the most to achieve their goals. This admission has implications on both
pedagogy and curricula, and warrants further research especially among Asian learn-
ers of English.
2. What is the frequency of language learning strategies use employed by Japa-
nese EFL university students?
This study reveals that Japanese EFL university students utilized all language strate-
gies available to them, implying then that they were familiar with such strategies
and used them actively. However, interpretation of the data from Table 2 suggests
otherwise.
Concerning Table 2, several observations are worth mentioning. While compen-
sation strategies had the highest average mean as previously discussed, it’s not sur-
prising that metacognitive and social strategies ranked 2nd and 3rd respectively based
on the data. The students from this study regularly participated in communicative
activities where active oral interaction was needed. In particular, strategies where
students indicated a higher use according to the mean average like ‘To notice my
English mistakes to help me improve’ and ‘To pay attention when someone is
speaking English,’ seem to be a direct result from planned and repeated activity
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practice. The use of metacognitive strategies reported in this study also more or less
supports the conclusions made by Takeuchi (1993) that Japanese students prefer to
use metacognitive strategies when learning English. However, concerning social
strategies, several points can be highlighted. First, strategy use indicated by students
in this study reflects the practice and attention given to each strategy through class
activities. Students practiced asking questions during discussions or asking peers to
slow down or repeat opinions in order to improve the quality of their conversations
and these things are reflected in the students’ responses in the SILL. However, as
Lee and Oxford (2008) admit in their own study with Korean EFL learners, half the
questions pertaining to social strategies in the SILL relate to communicating with
native speakers of English. The researcher of this study mostly monitored or ob-
served student discussions and thus students did not actively interact with a native
English speaker. Therefore, student responses to these questions on the SILL do not
accurately show the students’ true understanding of the strategies or their use.
Teachers looking to utilize the SILL in their own classes should consider this when
planning strategy training through language activities.
As far as affective strategies are concerned, several factors including cultural
beliefs or values and lack of strategy training could be reasons for such minimal re-
ported use among students. Two of the lowest reported strategy uses, not only
among other Affective strategies, but also across all reported strategies in the SILL
?‘rewarding oneself for doing well in English’ and ‘writing feelings in an English
diary,’ could be directly influenced by cultural beliefs. Among Asian cultures in
particular, collective social practices rarely allow for individuality, self-praise, or to
show or reflect on personal emotions. This is acknowledged in previous research
highlighted earlier where students in Korea and Hong Kong also utilized affective
strategies the least as well. However, the influence of cultural values on LLS use is
beyond the scope of this study and further research is needed to assess this variable.
Regarding a lack of strategy training for Affective strategies, the researcher of this
study can confirm that no training for these strategies was provided to the students.
While students were encouraged to regularly reflect on their learning, no require-
ments like keeping an English journal were made to help students assess their learn-
ing. Therefore, since these strategies are dependent upon the students using them,
teachers should consider discussing with students early in the semester the impor-
tance of these strategies and show them how to use them. Then regularly remind
students to use these strategies throughout the semester during and after language
activities.
A final observation worth noting relates to a seemingly inconsistent use of LLS
overall. For example, the top eight highest reported means (3.00 Mean or higher)
can be found across five of the six strategy categories in Table 2: Compensation (3),
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Memory (2), Metacognitive (1), Social (1), and Cognitive (1). Additionally, in rela-
tion to the two divisions of strategies, Direct and Indirect, the highest average LLS
mean use was compensation (Direct Strategy) while metacognitive (ranked 2nd) and
social (ranked 3rd) were Indirect Strategies. It can be assumed that while the stu-
dents utilized all strategies, they don’t appear to understand the importance of each
strategy in regards to helping them improve their language ability or that they may
not know which strategies to apply and when in order to get the best results. This
could be from a general lack in strategy teaching. This presumed lack of knowledge
regarding LLS use seems to parallel the students’ own self-perception of ability. The
majority of students only rated their English ability overall as “somewhat low” or
“neither high nor low,” indicating that they felt they were not necessarily good lan-
guage learners. Considering this conclusion then, the students of this study seem to
identify with multiple findings on less successful language learners. Specifically,
while good language learners are able to identify strategies and apply them to corre-
sponding activities, less successful learners tend to randomly utilize strategies re-
gardless of the task and the frequency of LLS use also varies (Abraham & Vann,
1987; Chamot & Kupper, 1989; Chamot & O’Malley, 1996; Green & Oxford, 1995;
Nunan, 1991; Wenden, 1987; Yang, 1999). Thus, students who feel they are not
successful learners are more in need of training on “how” to use learning strategies
effectively in order to improve their ability, performance, and responsibility as learn-
ers (Wenden, 1987; O’Malley & Chamot, 1995; Scharle & Szabo, 2000).
VI. Conclusion and Recommendations
The findings from this study reveal several useful implications for teachers of EFL
university students to help them improve their competence in English. Focusing on
Japanese EFL students, this study revealed similar LLS use to that of other Asian
EFL learners in Korea, Hong Kong, and Taiwan. Students preferred using compen-
satory and metacognitive strategies over more traditionally perceived memorization
strategies and this preference was directly connected to their desire to be communi-
catively competent using English. Thus teachers should consider how their learners
perceive English and what their desired goals for learning it are in order to design
and implement appropriate language learning activities.
The results of this study also revealed that while students reported using all
LLS, they only utilized them moderately or in the case of Affective strategies, mini-
mally. There also seems to be no clear pattern or conscious use of these strategies
across all six categories or within the Direct and Indirect divisions of strategies.
This suggests a lack of knowledge in understanding LLS use and more importantly
training in how to effectively use strategies to improve language competence. Thus,
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from the implications revealed in this study, teachers should consider and plan ap-
propriate LLS training that can be implemented into all their language courses. This
is supported by Oxford (1990) who postulates that students gain self-confidence as
language learners and can increase their proficiency in a language through appropri-
ate LLS training. Therefore, teachers may want to first identify what types or pat-
terns of LLS their students use and the frequency in which they use them by admin-
istering the SILL at the beginning of the semester. By doing so, teachers can assess
their students’ awareness and use of LLS in order to plan suitable training that
meets their students’ needs. In addition, from the initial data collected from students,
teachers can create and implement a set of language learning goals or objectives as
a marker that can be used later as a measure to assess the effectiveness of the LLS
training. After identifying student needs, educators should oversee the careful plan-
ning of how targeted strategy training can be contextualized into regular classroom
activities (Chamot & Kupper 1989; Oxford 1990; Wenden 1991). It should be noted
that Direct Strategies, which include memory, cognitive, and metacognitive, should
be considered first for training, as these strategies are easier to incorporate, while In-
direct Strategies take longer to apply. Finally, during strategy training itself, teach-
ers should explain the importance of the strategies being taught in regards to bene-
fiting student abilities while also demonstrating how to effectively use LLS in vari-
ous contexts and provide meaningful examples that students can refer to.
In sum, learning strategies should be considered an integral part of any course
planning or designing of applicable activities for language learners and that teaching
appropriate learning strategies enables students to become more confident and inde-
pendent which will lead them to being good lifelong learners (Allwright, 1990; Lit-
tle, 1991).
VII. Limitations
While attempts were made in this exploratory study to identify and highlight lan-
guage learning strategy use among Japanese university EFL students, the researcher
recognizes several limitations of this study that may inhibit arriving at more conclu-
sive decisions regarding LLS use. First, the sample size of this study can be consid-
ered a limitation. While the small number of participants provided some relevant re-
search on the views of Japanese ELF learners’ LLS use, further research using
larger sample groups would be warranted in order to confirm the results from this
study. Additionally, the sample size of participants was disproportionate in terms of
gender, therefore this variable was also not considered in the current study. Finally,
while student beliefs and LLS use were briefly discussed, this study also did not at-
tempt to measure this variable specifically. However, from the data collected in this
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study and previous research (see in Wenden, 1987; Yang, 1999), it seems that the
beliefs students hold regarding their learning has implications on LLS use.
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